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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 03 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: quotation is 
missing for the word "red" on page 2, line 19 and the word "systems" on page 13, line 
27 should be in a singular form. Also, the disclosure is objected to because the term 
"voice recognition" is misused for what nowadays is called --speech recognition- in 
the speech signal processing art. While "voice recognition" and "speech recognition" 1 
were both once used interchangeably to refer to spoken word recognition, nowadays 
the terms are distinguished. The term "voice recognition" now denotes identification of 
who is doing the speaking (class 704/246), while "speech recognition" (or "word 
recognition") denotes identification of what is being said (class 704/251). So, 
appropriate correction to the proper terms of art is required. 



2. Claims 1 , 4, 6, 9, 16 and 18 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: The claims are objected to because the term "voice recognition" is 
misused for what nowadays is called -speech recognition- in the speech signal 
processing art. While "voice recognition" and "speech recognition" were both once used 
interchangeably to refer to spoken word recognition, nowadays the terms are 
distinguished. The term "voice recognition" now denotes identification of who is doing 
the speaking (class 704/246), while "speech recognition" (or "word recognition") 



Claim Objections 
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denotes identification of what is being said (class 704/251). So, appropriate correction 
to the proper terms of art is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 9-11 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bennett et al. (US. Patent No. 6,615,172) in view of Akers et al. (US. 
Patent No. 6,278,967) 

3. Referring to claim 9, Bennett et al. discloses a method of enabling an item to be 
located by a voice-based search query (col.11, In. 9-11), the method comprising: 
extracting a phrase from text of the item (col. 1 1, In. 13-17, the word 
"answer" could be considered a phrase); and 

storing at least some of the utterances of the set within a voice recognition 
grammar used to interpret the voice-based search query (col. 27, In. 33-36); 
Bennett et al. fails to specifically disclose a method for translating the phrase into 
a set of utterances consisting of (a) individual terms of the phrase, and (b) all ordered 
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combinations of two or more consecutive terms of the phrase. However, Akers et al. 
teaches a method for translating the phrase into a set of utterances consisting of (a) 
individual terms of the phrase and (b) all ordered combinations of two or more 
consecutive terms of the phrase (col. 6, In. 56-62). 

Since Bennett et al. and Akers et al. are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, namely speech recognition grammar construction, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in art to modify Bennett et al. by employing a 
method for expanding phrases and forward combining of individual terms as taught by 
Akers et al. in order to enhance the speech recognition capabilities by recognizing both 
single-term and multiple-term utterances to reduce processing time. 

4. Referring to claim 10, Bennett et al. further discloses a method wherein 
extracting phrases comprises extracting titles of the items (col. 35, In. 33-35 and col. 36, 
In. 13-16). 

5. Referring to claim 1 1 , the modified Bennett et al. fails to specifically disclose a 
method wherein storing at least some of the utterances comprises filtering out at least 
one utterance according to a set of heuristics, but Akers et al. further suggests 
excluding at least some of the phrases according to a set of heuristics (col. 6, In. 61-62) 
and a storage for storing input 18 that is already processed by system 16 (figure 1). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Akers et al. are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavors, namely recognition grammar construction, it 



Application/Control Number: 09/729,646 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2655 

would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify Bennett et 
al. by incorporating a method for removing some of the utterances according to a set of 
heuristics as taught by Akers et al. in order to avoid recognition of unnecessary 
utterances to speed up the recognition process. 

6. Referring to claim 15, the modified Bennett et al. discloses all the limitations of 
claim 15, but fails to specifically disclose a method wherein the phrase comprises at 
least three terms. However, Akers et al. teaches a method for wherein the phrase 
comprises at least three terms (col. 6, In. 59-62). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Akers et al. are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to further modify Bennett et al. by having the phrase comprises at least three 
terms as taught by Akers et al. in order to avoid a large number of forward combinations 
of terms to reduce processing time. 

7. Referring to claim 16, Bennett et al. further discloses a system for conducting 
voice based searches within a domain of items (figure 1), comprising: 

a voice recognition system that interprets voice search query from users 
(figures 11 A, 11B, and 11C); 

a grammar which specifies to the voice recognition system valid 
utterances for interpreting the voice search queries (col. 27, 33-34). 
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Bennett et al. fails to disclose a system wherein the grammar comprises both 
single-term and multiple-term utterances derived from the items within the domain, and 
said multi-term utterances consist primarily of forward combinations derived from 
phrases within text of the items. However, Akera et al. further teaches a system 
comprises both single-term and multiple-term utterances derived from the items within 
the domain, and said multi-term utterances consist primarily of forward combinations 
(col. 6, In. 56-62) derived from phrases within text of the items. 

Since Bennett et al. and Akers et al. are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, namely voice-based search system, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify Bennett et al. by incorporating 
into the grammar both single-term and multiple-term utterances as taught by Akers et al. 
in order to enhance the speech recognition capabilities by recognizing both single-term 
and multiple-term utterances to reduce processing time. 

8. Referring to claim 17, Bennett et al. discloses a process for extracting titles of the 
items (col. 35, In. 33-35 and col. 36, In. 13-16). The modified Bennett et al. in 
accordance with claim 16 above would obviously show the process for forward 
combining of individual terms of the title. 

9. Referring to claim 18, Bennett et al. further discloses a system wherein the voice 
recognition system uses the grammar to interpret voice queries of title searches (figure 
4A). 
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Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bennett et al. (US. Patent No. 6,615,172) in view of Turtle (US. Patent No. 5,265,065), 
and further in view of Akers et al. (US. Patent No. 6,278,967). 

10. Referring to claim 1 , Bennett et al. discloses a method of specifying to a voice 
recognition system a set of valid utterances for interpreting voice-based queries for 
items within a domain of items (col. 27, In. 31-35), the method comprising: 

extracting phrases from at least some of the items within the domain (col. 
11, In. 13-17); 

incorporating at least some of utterances into the voice recognition 
grammar (col. 27, In. 33-36); and 

providing the voice recognition grammar to the voice recognition system 
(col. 27, In. 28-29). 

Bennett et al. fails to specifically disclose a method for expanding each phrase 
into a set consisting of individual terms of the phrase, and forward combining of terms 
within the phrase, to thereby generate a set of utterances which includes both single- 
term and multiple-term utterances. However, Turtle teaches a method for expanding 
each phrase into a set consisting of individual terms of the phrase (col. 8, In. 41-42). 

Since Bennett et al. and Turtle are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in art to 
modify Bennett et al. by employing a method for expanding phrases into individual 
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terms as taught by Turtle in order for the system to forward combine individual terms to 
reduce recognition processing time. 

The combination of Bennett et al. and Turtle still fails to specifically disclose a 
method for forward combining terms within the phrase. However, Akers et al. teaches a 
method for forward combining terms within the phrase, to thereby generate a set of 
utterances which includes both single-term and multiple-term utterances (col. 6, In. 56- 
62). 

Since all three inventions are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavors, namely speech recognition grammar construction, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in art to further modify Bennett et al. by employing a 
method for expanding phrases and forward combining individual terms as taught by 
Akers et al. in order to enhance the speech recognition capabilities by recognizing both 
single-term and multiple-term utterances to reduce processing time. 

1 1 . Referring to claim 2, Bennett et al. further discloses a method wherein extracting 
phrases comprises extracting titles of the items (col. 35, In. 33-35 and col. 36, In. 13- 
16). 

12. Referring to claim 3, the modified Bennett et al. discloses all the limitations of 
claim 3, but fails to specifically disclose a method for extracting phrases further 
comprises dividing a title having more than a predefined number of terms into multiple 
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phrases. However, Akers et al. further teaches a method for dividing long title into 
multiple phrases (col. 6, In. 56-59). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Akers et al. are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavors, namely voice-base search system, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in art to further modify Bennett et al. by employing 
a method for dividing a long title into multiple phrases as taught by Akers et al. in order 
to avoid a large number of forward combinations of terms to reduce processing time. 

13. Referring to claim 4, Bennett et al. further discloses a method further comprising 
using the voice recognition grammar and the voice recognition system to interpret voice- 
based query of a title search (figure 4A). 

14. Referring to claim 5, Bennett et al. further discloses a method further comprising 
extracting individual terms from at least some of the items (col. 11, In. 9-11), and 
incorporating at least some of the individual terms into the grammar (col. 27, In. 33-34). 

15. Referring to claim 6, the modified Bennett et al. discloses all the limitations of 
claim 6 in accordance with claim 1 above, but fails to disclose a method wherein 
incorporating at least some of the single-term and multiple-term utterances into the 
voice recognition grammar comprises removing at least some of the utterances 
according to a set of heuristics. However, Akers et al. further suggests excluding at 
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least some of the phrases according to a set of heuristics (col. 6, In. 61-62) and a 
storage for storing input 18 that is already processed by system 16 (figure 1). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Akers et al. are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavors, namely recognition grammar construction, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify Bennett et 
al. by incorporating a method for excluding some of the utterances according to a set of 
heuristics as taught by Akers et al. in order to avoid recognition of unnecessary 
utterances to speed up the recognition process. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bennett 
et al. (US. Patent No. 6,615,172) in view of Akers et al. (US. Patent No. 6,278,967) and 
further in view of Turtle (US. Patent No. 5,265,065). 

16. Referring to claim 12, the modified Bennett et al. in accordance with claim 9 
above fails to specifically disclose a method further comprising removing a duplicate 
phrase within the title prior to translation into the set of utterances. However, Turtle 
further teaches a method for removing duplicate phrase (col. 12, In. 46-47). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Turtle are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavors, namely voice-based search system, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify Bennett et al. by 
incorporating a method for removing a duplicate phrase as taught by Turtle in order to 
avoid a large number of forward combinations of terms to reduce processing time. 
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Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bennett et al. (US. Patent No. 6,615,172) in view of Akers et al. (US. Patent No. 
6,278,967), and further in view of Malsheen et al. (US. Patent No. 5,634,084) 

17. Referring to claim 13, the combination of Bennett et al. and Akers et al. discloses 
all the limitations of claim 13 as mentioned in (5), but fails to specifically disclose a 
method further comprising converting a number within multiple-term utterance produced 
by the phrase expansion into a multiple-word counterpart. However, Malsheen et al. 
teaches a method for converting numbers into word counterparts (col. 7, In. 59-62). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Malsheen et al. are from the same field of 
endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify 
Bennett et al. by employing a method for converting numbers into word counterparts as 
taught by Malsheen et al. in order to facilitate the speech recognition system to correctly 
recognize input utterances to make the recognition system more reliable. 

18. Referring to claim 14, the combination of Bennett et al. and Akers et al. discloses 
all the limitations of claim 14 as mentioned in (5), fails to specifically disclose a method 
further comprising expanding an acronym within a multiple-term utterance produced by 
the phrase expansion into a multiple-word counterpart. However, Malsheen et al. 
teaches a method for expanding an acronym into word counterpart (col. 12, In. 23-27). 
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Since the modified Bennett et al. and Malsheen et al. are from the same field of 
endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify 
Bennett et al. by employing a method for expanding an acronym into word counterpart 
as taught by Malsheen et al. in order to facilitate the speech recognition system to 
correctly recognize input utterances to make the recognition system more reliable. 

Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bennett et al. (US. Patent No. 6,615,172) in view of Turtle (US. Patent No. 5,265,065), 
and further in view of Akers et al. (US. Patent No. 6,278,967), and further in view of 
Malsheen et al. (US. Patent No. 5,634,084). 

19. Referring to claim 7, the combination of Bennett et al. Turtle, and Akers et al. 
discloses all the limitations of claim 7 as mentioned in (12), but fails to specifically 
disclose a method further comprising converting a number within multiple-term 
utterance produced by the phrase expansion into a multiple-word counterpart. 
However, Malsheen et al. teaches a method for converting numbers into word 
counterparts (col. 7, In. 59-62). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Malsheen et al. are from the same field of 
endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify 
Bennett et al. by employing a method for converting numbers into word counterparts as 
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taught by Malsheen et al. in order to facilitate the speech recognition system to correctly 
recognize input utterances to make the recognition system more reliable. 

20. Referring to claim 8, the combination of Bennett et al. Turtle, and Akers et al. 
discloses all the limitations of claim 8 as mentioned in (12), but fails to specifically 
disclose a method further comprising expanding an acronym within a multiple-term 
utterance produced by the phrase expansion into a multiple-word counterpart. 
However, Malsheen et al. teaches a method for expanding an acronym into word 
counterpart (col. 12, In. 23-27). 

Since the modified Bennett et al. and Malsheen et al. are from the same field of 
endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify 
Bennett et al. by employing a method for expanding an acronym into word counterpart 
as taught by Malsheen et al. in order to facilitate the speech recognition system to 
correctly recognize input utterances to make the recognition system more reliable. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Baker et al. (US. Patent No. 5,754,972) discloses a speech 
recognition system for recognizing a compound word, which is made up of a succession 
of one or more words, and thus a compound word is considered a forward combination 
of individual words). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Huyen Vo whose email address is: 
huven.vo@USPTO.GOV . 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris To can be reached on 703-305-4827. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-306- 



0377. 
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